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Dear Dan, 

This note w i l l  reach you v i a  Miahel. We have now 
checked the enayme (using the conditions specif ied i n  
your l e t t e r )  and the 32P-autoradiographs of the ge l  look 
j u s t  f ine.  So not too  much a c t i d t y  can have been l o s t .  
Nonetheless, I would be gra te fu l  f o r  a fu r the r  s m a l l  
sample (what you can spare) of the E. influenzae and, of 
course, the parainflueneae enzyme.+ 

Many thanks a l s o  f o r  the prepr in ts ,  which I read 
with grea t  i n t e r e s t ,  as a l s o  your t w o  papera i n  the 
l a s t  i s sue  of Virology. By reassociat ion k i n e t i c s  (cot  
s h i f t s  of labe l led  s e r i a l l y  passaged DNA by excess cold 
parenta l  DNA) we have now revised our former estimate of 
the extent of the host subs t i t u t ion ;  i n  the  t h i r d  passage 
progeny, 45% of  the  sequences appear t o  be nonviral. 
Since only 10% of the sequences behave as repe ta t ive  c e l l  
DNA i n  the f i l t e r  assay of the same materialfPwe a r e  
assuming t h a t  30% is m o s t  probably non-repetative c e l l  DNA. 
We have another s e t  of s e r i a l  passages which i s  turning 
out,  I think, t o  be y ~ p y  similar t o  the one described by 
you. rkskcr 

With best  regards f r o m  a l l  of us, 

q d  
Yours , 

CABLE A D D R E S S :  W E l Z l N S T  ( I s r a e l )  : D ' p l X D 5  I P D  PHONE : 9 5  1 7 2  1 l l D S D  

* #  g * w - J M  &WJ3.hLuG, 


